
CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE S 4791March 29, 1995
of the chute every year was the bal-
anced budget amendment. And we were
very close and I feel we will get there
this year. It will largely be a tribute to
you, sir, when it occurs, to HOWELL
HEFLIN.

And always you were supportive and
helpful to me. When I would seek your
counsel, you would give it in a most
honest and refreshing way, with that
extraordinary honesty and integrity
that is, sadly enough, sometimes lack-
ing, but not always.

But to me, you were a steady,
thoughtful friend and very, very wise. I
do not know many people who are wise.
I know brilliant people. I know
thoughtful people. I know intelligent
people. You are a combination of all
those things, but you have a wisdom
and common sense which is enviable.

And in our travels together, you and
I have a great common bond, and that
is humor; good humor.

I will miss your no-tie Hawkins sto-
ries, but not much. And I will share
with you the toast to water again, and
the great story on whiskey, of course,
which is memorable in itself.

But, you and Mike have traveled side
by side, as Ann and I have, through
many years of life. And that remark-
able woman at your side is one of the
most special ones to me and to my
wife, Ann.

So as you go on to new things, know-
ing that the actual essence of your life
is your good humor, it reminds me of
what my mother said—that humor is
the universal solvent against the abra-
sive elements of life.

You have lived that way and you
have helped us all by just saying,
‘‘Relax. Settle down. We have a job to
do. Don’t get swept up in the emotion
of it.’’

The counsel, the friendship, the trust
you gave to me are deeply appreciated.
We have shared much together. You
are a very dear friend and we wish you
well. Good luck and Godspeed. We will
enjoy these many months more of
working with you on things that will
come to pass simply because of your
presence, and the fact that you have
decided to leave us will impel us to do
things that are left undone that we will
get done as a tribute to you.

I thank the Chair.
Mr. PRESSLER addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from South Dakota.
Mr. PRESSLER. Madam President, I

join in the tribute to my good friend
and colleague.

I recall visiting his home in
Tuscumbia, AL, and his lovely wife,
Mike, receiving us there. I recall serv-
ing on the Commerce Committee and
the Judiciary Committee with him
over the years, and I believe we have
been on a trip or two with some of
these delegations.

So I congratulate him on great serv-
ice to the United States. It has been a
pleasure to serve with you. I think you
are an example to all of us of what a

good U.S. Senator is. I wish you all my
best.

f

EMERGENCY SUPPLEMENTAL
APPROPRIATIONS ACT

The Senate continued with the con-
sideration of the bill.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I rise
in support of the pending legislation,
which would provide for disaster relief
and for accompanying rescissions.

This is not by any measure a partisan
bill—indeed, it was put together by the
Appropriations Committee in the same
fine bipartisan spirit that has always
characterized that committee, and the
relationship between two very fine and
capable men—Chairman HATFIELD and
the ranking member, Senator BYRD.

I do believe, however, that there is
good cause for many of us who are now
in the majority, to be particularly
pleased with this legislation.

If there was one glaring, disturbing
symptom of ‘‘business as usual’’ in
Washington as practiced for too many
recent years, it would be the practice
of always saying ‘‘yes’’ to new spend-
ing, even when most always failing to
make the hard decisions to pay for it.

One category of spending in which
this has been most obvious has been
the area of disaster relief. It is, of
course, entirely fitting and proper that
we provide assistance to those who are
in need solely because of an ‘‘act of
God.’’ But we have too often simply ap-
propriated this money, added it to the
Federal deficit, and failed to prioritize
our spending priorities within existing
spending levels.

I joined our distinguished leader,
Senator DOLE, during the last session,
in attempting to provide for a full
spending cut offset during the last time
the Senate considered emergency dis-
aster appropriations. We failed in that
effort, I am quite sorry to say.

But today we see here a bill that not
only provides for needed disaster as-
sistance, but more than makes up for
that new spending with an even larger
amount of spending cuts. This, to me,
means that we have truly arrived at a
brand new day in Washington.

Let me assure my colleagues that we
do no extra, special service to the vic-
tims of disaster, nor to our future gen-
erations, by simply adding the tab for
such spending to the future national
debt. We do not need to be reminded
that we will soon be asked to vote the
debt limit up to $5 trillion—an aston-
ishing, incomprehensible, inconceiv-
able figure.

The accumulation of such massive
debts does not assist us in our efforts
to cope with disasters or to forestall
their worst effects. It only undercuts
our ability to adequately provide for
such work. There has never been a good
policy reason to add such spending to
accumulating debts.

Rather, the existence of a natural
emergency, of a climate of urgency,
has simply been used extensively by

this Congress as an excuse—a ‘‘good’’
reason to deficit-spend.

I am so very pleased to stand here
today and be considering a bill that
will provide for those in need but will
not add to the Nation’s debt. I think it
is notable that the first amendment to
this legislation—offered by our fine
colleague Senator MIKULSKI—sought
not to strike the proposed rescissions
from the bill—but rather to replace the
targeted, considered rescissions with
‘‘across-the-board’’ cuts.

I opposed that amendment, as I be-
lieve the targeted approach to be the
better way to prioritize our spending.

I agree with my friend Senator BOND
that we appear to assume that existing
priorities are perfectly set whenever we
attempt across-the-board cuts—though
surely they are not. But I take heart in
the offered amendment as well—the
consideration of such an amendment
first shows us that we are in a new at-
mosphere these days, in which fiscal
prudence is considered to be desirable.
It shows that the voters indeed drove
their message home hard last Novem-
ber.

I feel very pleased that my col-
leagues will approve the pending re-
scissions legislation.

Mr. MCCAIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Arizona.
Mr. MCCAIN. Mr. President, before I

propose an amendment, I would like to
make a few remarks on the legislation
pending before the Senate.

First, I congratulate the managers of
the bill, the chairman and ranking
member of the Appropriations Commit-
tee. I think the $13 billion that is going
to be taken out of the deficit is an im-
portant step forward. I think that some
very difficult decisions have been
made, and I know that the Appropria-
tions Committee has very difficult
choices to make.

I do note also that the House has cut
$17 billion, a $4 billion differential.
Many of those, of course, were care-
fully examined by the Senate Appro-
priations Committee and were found
wanting.

Madam President, earlier, I wrote a
letter to the chairman of the commit-
tee recommending $6.3 billion in low-
priority defense and nondefense items
funded in the defense budget, as well as
several domestic programs.

I do not want to go through all the
details, but clearly there was some
funding that could have been the sub-
ject of a rescission. I regret that they
were not included in this package.
Things like $5.8 million—this is out of
the defense appropriations budget—$5.8
million for the National Center for
Toxicological Research; National
Guard outreach program in the Los An-
geles school district; directed alloca-
tion of child development funds to the
Pacific region; a wild horse roundup at
White Sands missile range, New Mex-
ico; electrical service upgrades; natural
gas study and infrastructure planning.
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Again, these are out of the defense ap-
propriations bill, I emphasize. $2.5 mil-
lion—I am sorry, I did not give the
amounts—$2.5 million to establish a
land management training center; $2.2
million for a natural gas study and in-
frastructure planning; $1.5 million for a
wild horse roundup; $1 million for im-
provement of navigational charts for
the lower Mississippi River; $10 million
for a Los Angeles school district youth
program.

Again, Madam President, many of
these funds may be very important and
vital, but what happens around here is
if you cannot get it into the specific
appropriations for which they would
normally be attached, then, of course,
they are in the defense appropriations
because it has such a large amount of
money available.

What is $1 million to improve the
navigational charts for the lower Mis-
sissippi? What is $10 million for the Los
Angeles school district; $2.5 million for
natural gas utilization; $10 million for
natural gas vehicles; $10 million for
electrical vehicles? The list goes on
and on, Madam President.

What I am saying is that they had
nothing to do with defense. They
should have been rescinded and, unfor-
tunately, they were not.

Mr. President, $11 million for seismic
research, that incorporated research
institutions; $20 million for National
Center for Manufacturing Sciences; $5.4
million for Hawaii, small business de-
velopment center; $1 million for
Saltsburg Remediation Center, what-
ever that might be; an additional $15
million for electrical computers; $4
million, Institute for Advanced Flexi-
ble Manufacturing Systems; $5 million
for nursing research; $1 million for the
Police Research Institute.

I might add, that was put in in con-
ference, never scrutinized in any au-
thorization procedure or appropria-
tions procedure on the floor.

Another $1 million for the southwest-
ern Oregon narcotics task force. Again,
not in either bill; $18.5 million for a
mental health care demonstration
project at Fort Bragg, NC, with an
open-ended pricing program growth
clause.

The list goes on and on, Madam
President. The fact is that we should
stop it. We had an opportunity to do
away with some of, at least, the $6.3
billion that I had sent and rec-
ommended to the Appropriations Com-
mittee, and I hope that in the years to
come, we will try to exercise signifi-
cantly more discipline.

Also, we proposed rescissions of $352
million which was appropriated for ear-
mark for surface transportation
projects which do not necessarily rep-
resent either Federal, State, or local
priorities. We should have rescinded
any unobligated moneys, in my view.

The VA-HUD appropriations bill for
fiscal year 1995 included $290 million in
special-purpose grants. According to
estimates, only $7 million of this fund-
ing has been properly authorized.

Examples of projects funded in that
bill which should have been rescinded
is $450,000 for the construction of the
Center for Political Participation;
$750,000 for the Sci-Trek Science Center
to create a mezzanine level in its build-
ing to increase exhibit space in down-
town Atlanta; $1.45 million to the Col-
lege of Notre Dame in Baltimore, MD,
for capital costs, including equipping
and outfitting activities in connection
with renovation of the science center;
and $2 million for the De Paul Univer-
sity library to provide direct services
and partnerships with community or-
ganizations, schools and individuals.

Madam President, my point here is
many of these programs are good pro-
grams. Many of them are even needed
programs. The question is, are they
needed to the degree where we should
fund them out of taxpayers’ dollars,
unauthorized? And sometimes they
even did not go through the appropria-
tions process. They clearly did not un-
dergo the scrutiny that was necessary.

I would like to thank the committee
for adopting language to rescind
wastewater treatment earmarks put in
last year. I also appreciate the com-
mittee’s restriction on the expenditure
of $19 million which was earmarked to
construct a footbridge to Ellis Island, a
bridge that was opposed by the Na-
tional Park Service. The committee
has agreed to hold up that money until
an environmental impact statement on
the project is completed. I think this is
a prudent and responsible action, and I
commend them.

Mr. President, the committee should
also be commended for making a num-
ber of spending cuts that exceed the
House reduction. In fact, the Senate
cuts more than the House in 61 pro-
grams.

I might point out that in several ac-
counts, including highway demonstra-
tion projects and local library pro-
grams, the Senate rescission does not
even equal cuts recommended by Presi-
dent Clinton. I think the Senate can
and should do better, and I will offer an
amendment later to restore rescissions
requested by the President.

I have been examining the bill in de-
tail since it came out on Monday, hav-
ing been marked up in committee last
Friday. I am curious about a number of
items that remain funded in the bill. I
wonder if I might ask the managers
several questions.

Madam President, I ask unanimous
consent to engage in questions and an-
swers with the manager of the bill, the
Senator from Washington.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask
my friend from Washington, on page 6
of the House report, which I do not ex-
pect the Senator from Washington to
have, I will quote it to him.

The House rescission bill on page 6
said:

The committee recommends a rescission of
$12,678,000 in the Agriculture Research Serv-
ice buildings and facilities program. These

funds were appropriated for the construction
of a swine research center. Additional con-
struction cost requirements for this facility
are about $13 million. The Agriculture Re-
search Service currently conducts swine re-
search in at least 13 different Federal facili-
ties at a cost of over $26 million. Many of
these programs and facilities are ongoing
projects. The agency has no plans to abolish
or move existing research and researchers to
the proposed swine center if it is con-
structed. The Department of Agriculture has
estimated this facility would cost about $10
million annually to operate.

Existing legislation directs the downsizing
of the Federal work force. Therefore, provid-
ing additional researchers for this facility
would cause adverse effects in research else-
where.

Critical swine research could be carried
out at an existing ARS facility at consider-
ably less cost than providing an additional
facility at a time when USDA is closing fa-
cilities and reducing staff.

I ask my friend from Washington if
he knew of that action that was taken
by the House and perhaps tell me
where the facility is located and what
that facility would do, if he has infor-
mation.

Mr. GORTON. I may say to my friend
from Arizona that I have the House re-
port here in front of me. My page 6
deals with the Department of State
international organizations——

Mr. MCCAIN. The bottom of page 7,
top of page 8.

Mr. GORTON. Again, I answer my
friend from Arizona in the following
fashion: I do not see the Senator from
Iowa on the floor, though I suspect he
will be back soon. I think he or the
Senator from Mississippi can better an-
swer the Senator from Arizona. This
Senator is here in anticipation of an
amendment by the Senator from Ari-
zona on the subject of the Interior De-
partment Bureau of Indian Affairs, and
I intended, in connection with the off-
sets, to defer most of the debate to
those who were familiar with the pro-
gram.

I do notice the Senator from Mis-
sissippi here. The Senator from Mis-
sissippi is now on the floor. He is the
manager of the portion of the bill deal-
ing with the Department of Agri-
culture, and I think he can probably
better deal with that question.

Madam President, the Senator from
Arizona has asked a question about a
rescission included on page 7 of the
House committee report with respect
to the construction of the swine re-
search center and has asked for its jus-
tification.

I wonder if the Senator from Mis-
sissippi would prefer to answer that
question.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, if
the Senator will yield, I am happy to
point out that in this part of the bill,
there were several changes in the fund-
ing that the House had included in its
legislation. There are a number of
buildings and facilities and accounts. If
I remember, this is in the Agricultural
Research Service part of the bill. I am
operating on memory now. I was
watching the television monitor when I
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heard the Senator from Arizona pose
the question about this facility in
Iowa. My recollection is that the House
rescinded funds for this project and we
rejected this proposal and instead took
funds not needed for another project.
The House bill also recommended fund-
ing for a number of projects in the Co-
operative State Research Service
buildings and facilities account be re-
scinded, and we decided not to go along
with any of them as a class.

The reason for it is, No. 1, I do not
think the administration requested
those rescissions. No. 2, to go back
through all of the CSRS buildings and
facilities projects halfway through the
year and try to pick out a few to can-
cel, in effect, or rescind funds at this
time in the year, would have imposed
quite a task on the committee in terms
of reevaluating all projects in that bill.

We looked at the overall approach as
one where, first of all, the administra-
tion’s request for rescissions totaling
$142 million in the Public Law 480 ac-
counts struck us as something that we
should recommend for approval. The
House recommended only a $20 million
reduction in funding for title III. Our
recommendation is for a $142 million
reduction, which is what the adminis-
tration requested.

We tried to make an independent
judgment based on the facts as we un-
derstood them. Our committee had al-
ready looked at this proposal for the
research facility in Iowa and decided it
was meritorious. The committee had
agreed, the Senate had agreed, the
House had agreed, and the President
had signed the bill appropriating the
funds for it.

We decided not to go back and make
a second guess at whether or not the
House was justified in its decision. We
decided to leave it for a discussion with
the House in conference. We will re-
view that in conference. I will be inter-
ested in hearing what the arguments
are. I have consulted with Senator
GRASSLEY of Iowa. He told me he
strongly recommended the continu-
ation of this funding, and I agreed with
him.

So that is, in a nutshell, the process
by which I reviewed that account and
decided to recommend to the Appro-
priations Committee that we not agree
with the House on that rescission.

Mr. GORTON. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. COCHRAN. Yes.
Mr. GORTON. Did not the Senator

from Mississippi inform the entire Ap-
propriations Committee that total re-
scissions falling within his jurisdiction
were, by percentage, either the highest,
or one of the highest, of any of the sub-
committees of the Appropriations
Committee?

Mr. COCHRAN. If the Senator will
yield, I do recall that we are rec-
ommending more outlay savings than
the House, by far. Almost three times
as much in outlay savings will be real-
ized from the recommendations under
the agriculture and related agencies
title of this bill than will be achieved if

the Senate had gone along with all of
the recommendations of the House.

So we have differences of opinion.
They recommended a rescission of all
of the funds appropriated for the Farm-
ers’ Home Section 515 rural rental
housing program. We decided not to do
that. We refused to go along with that.
The administration did not request a
rescission of those funds, and we
thought that it would be unfair to stop
in the middle of the year and eliminate
all the money that was going to be
available for that rural housing pro-
gram. It is important in many parts of
the country.

So I will say to my distinguished
friend from Arizona, he can go through
this bill and pick and choose and iso-
late and identify specific areas where
we disagreed with the House. We did
not rubberstamp what the House has
suggested. We seriously and carefully
considered every provision in the
House bill, however. But we came to
some different conclusions. We think
we brought our best efforts to bear on
that challenge and, in a responsible
way, made recommendations to the full
committee on appropriations.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I un-
derstand and appreciate the hard work
of the Senator from Mississippi and the
Members of the Appropriations Com-
mittee. But it is also the right and, in
my view, the responsibility of those of
us who also are Members of this body
to look at these provisions. And as I
discussed before the Senator from Mis-
sissippi came on the floor, when there
are billions of dollars appropriated for
defense that have no relation to de-
fense, and when I see things like—for
example, included is a recommendation
for rescission which is only $93,000. But
if the Appropriations Committee did
not see fit to rescind it for the Na-
tional Potato Trade and Tariff Associa-
tion, then obviously there is a certain
degree of cynicism about some of the
things that I see in the appropriations
bills.

Also, the House recommended that
the funding for certain agricultural re-
search centers be rescinded. Among
them were a poultry science facility,
alternative pest control center, a
chemistry building, aquatic research
facility, center for applied aquaculture,
science facility, southeast research sta-
tion, food science facility, and the list
goes on and on—a plant bioscience fa-
cility, $3 million for a botanical gar-
den.

I suggest very respectfully to my col-
leagues that if the State wants to build
a botanical garden, I do not see why
they should not build it themselves. A
grain storage research extension cen-
ter. A horse science and teaching cen-
ter—that is one I do not understand at
all. A horse science and teaching cen-
ter. I do not know if we are teaching
horses or if we are learning about the
science of horses. Either way, I think
we have probably explored that issue
fairly extensively in the last couple
hundred years. A biocontainment facil-

ity; a wheat research facility; an envi-
ronmental simulation facility.

It all has to do, Madam President,
with the role of Government. Do we
spend money on these projects, such as
a horse science and teaching center and
a center for applied agriculture? Do we
allow the State and local governments
to do it, or does the Federal Govern-
ment do it?

If the Federal Government does it
and that is the judgment of this body,
that is fine. But then I have an addi-
tional problem because what we have
done is left programs like this in and
taken other programs such as native
Americans out.

That is the subject of my amend-
ment.

AMENDMENT NO. 424 TO AMENDMENT NO. 420

(Purpose: To make adjustments to certain
rescissions)

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I
send an amendment to the desk and
ask for its immediate consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

The Senator from Arizona [Mr. MCCAIN]
proposes an amendment numbered 424 to
amendment No. 420.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I ask
unanimous consent that reading of the
amendment be dispensed with.

Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I
object.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will continue reading the amend-
ment.

On page 4, line 20, strike ‘‘$1,500,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$14,178,000’’.

On page 5, between lines 8 and 9, insert the
following:

BUILDINGS AND FACILITIES

(RESCISSION)

Of the funds made available under this
heading in Public Law 103–330 and other
Acts, $20,994,000 are rescinded.

On page 19, line 12, strike ‘‘$11,350,000’’ and
insert ‘‘$8,250,000’’.

On page 19, strike lines 20 through 23.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, the
amendment would rescind over $12.5
million for construction of a swine re-
search facility and nearly $21 million
which are construction feasibility
study funds not yet obligated.

The House rescissions bill removed
these funds. The Senate bill under con-
sideration would restore these funds.

Madam President, this amendment
would also restore funding for the $5
million to Indian programs. I would de-
scribe those Indian programs which
have been cut which I seek to be re-
stored.

I cannot improve upon the case made
in the House committee report for cut-
ting $12.678 million, and I described
earlier the House report for the con-
struction of a swine research center.
Additional cost requirements stated in
the report for this facility are about
$13 million. They also mention the cost
of about $10 million annually to oper-
ate.
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It also points out that there is swine

research being conducted in at least 13
different Federal facilities at a cost of
over $26 million.

On a Cooperative State Research
Services building facilities program,
the House report notes that there is a
current backlog of $400 million to com-
plete facility construction projects al-
ready in the pipeline.

The bill provides for 15 new feasibil-
ity studies and this amendment, which
would conform with the House bill,
would rescind all funds not yet obli-
gated and stop all feasibility studies.

I have two reasons for offering the
amendment. First, I support the Sen-
ate rescission bill that meets the
House-passed rescission bill. In light of
the need for significant deficit reduc-
tion, I believe the Senate can and hope-
fully should be able to reach the goal.

Second, the cutting of $12.7 million
and $20.1 million low-priority projects
permits the Senate to restore $5 mil-
lion in Indian programs rescinded by
the Senate bill, which Indian programs
I believe are not appropriate for rescis-
sion.

Over the years I have served on the
Committee on Indian Affairs, I have
come to the painful yet very certain
conclusion that Indian programs have
been the last to be funded and the first
to be cut.

Last month, the Congressional Re-
search Service provided the Committee
on Indian Affairs with a study that
showed in graphic form how the dispar-
ity in per capita Federal expenditures
between Indians and non-Indians,
which first became negative for Indians
in 1985, has steadily worsened since
then, and further deteriorates in the
fiscal year 1995 enacted appropriations.

Consequently, in recent weeks, as the
1995 rescission efforts have quickened
in Congress, I have told Indian tribes
on every occasion that I believe many
of the proposed rescissions on Indian
programs are a bad idea and that I op-
pose them.

The Senate bill already adequately
addresses some of the House proposed
cuts of tribal court funds, the Indian
business development grants, and an
amount sufficient to permit construc-
tion of the Indian Museum Cultural
Center to proceed.

I strongly support efforts to main-
tain funding for these accounts so long
as they are offsetting reductions from
lower priority programs. In addition, I
believe there are other lower priority
projects or programs that should be
cut, rather than the $5 million in sev-
eral BIA accounts.

The amendment would restore $5 mil-
lion in Indian funds and rescind and
offset $12.7 million from the swine re-
search facility. The $5 million is com-
prised of four items in the BIA oper-
ation of Indian programs and Indian di-
rect loan program accounts.

The Indian self-determination fund:
These indirect cost fundings are cur-
rently needed by tribes under self-de-
termination and self-governance con-

tracts and compacts to administer for-
merly Federal activities.

Last year, Congress passed Public
Law 103–413 to encourage expanded
tribal assumption of BIA programs as
the Federal bureaucracy is downsized. I
am concerned the cuts will deter ex-
panded contracting and compacting. In
addition, for the past 2 years, tribes
have borne unreimbursed shortfalls in
indirect costs because tribes spent
funds under cost plans approved by the
Interior Department inspector general,
but later could not collect reimburse-
ment from the BIA because funding
had not kept pace.

The second program is a community
reservation economic development
grant of $600,000. Federal economic de-
velopment funds, properly adminis-
tered and distributed, are absolutely
vital to restoring the grossly under-
developed physical, economic, and so-
cial infrastructure of American Indian
and Alaska Native communities.

This important program was begun
in 1992 as a 5-year pilot program when
34 tribal proposals were competitively
selected from 148 tribal applications.
Most grants are used as seed funds to
leverage additional funding. The grants
ranged from a low of $27,000. Fiscal
year 1995 total enacted level for this
program is $5.945 million.

Indian rights protection, $500,000. In
the context of the Department’s vast
trust responsibility to protect, main-
tain, and manage Indian resources,
these funds offer only minimal assist-
ance to support reservation and native
community level efforts to protect
property rights.

Included in this account are funds for
reserved water rights negotiation/liti-
gation and settlement expenses, funds
to uphold the directives protecting na-
tive allotments prescribed in the Alas-
kan National Interest Lands Conserva-
tion Act, and funds to fulfill the inves-
tigation and certification mandates of
the Alaska Native Claims Settlement
Act.

The last program would be the Indian
Direct Loan Program of $1.9 million.
This account provides loans to tribes,
Indian organizations, and individual
Indian for-profit enterprises under the
Indian Financing Act.

Fiscal year 1995 total enacted level
for this account is $2.479 million, which
through a subsidy arrangement is ex-
pected to leverage up to $10 million in
direct loans this year, unless rescinded.

Madam President, I absolutely be-
lieve we must place short constraints
on appropriations in this and following
fiscal years. The amendment would re-
store less than one-half of the Indian
program rescissions proposed in the
Senate bill, and it would make offset-
ting cuts in the construction of the
swine research facility in the coopera-
tive State Research Service buildings
and facilities account.

These Indian programs are an ex-
tremely important expression of the
solemn government-to-government re-
lationship the United States and this

Congress has with American Indian and
Alaskan Native tribal governments.

I believe we can achieve significant
cuts in fiscal year 1995 spending, and
we can do so even as we carry out our
obligation to ensure that the lowest
priority projects are cut first before In-
dian projects.

I want to point out again, Madam
President, I am seeking a restoration
of approximately half of the Indian
cuts that were made in Indian pro-
grams in this rescission bill.

If we look at the cuts that were made
in Indian programs as a portion of the
entire budget, we will find, as usual,
that the cuts in Indian programs is a
much higher percentage than any other
cuts, rescissions, that have been made.

I am seeking to restore four vital
programs that are important to the
well-being of Native Americans and the
fulfillment of our solemn treaty obliga-
tions.

I might add, Madam President, hav-
ing been down here on numerous occa-
sions and embarked on efforts like
these, I probably will not win this
amendment, this vote. I probably will
lose it. But it is very difficult for me to
go back to the native Americans and
tell them that I did not at least try to
restore the funds that I believe are nec-
essary to try to help the one group of
Americans whose conditions are worse
than any other group of Americans.

I will not recite the statistics con-
cerning diabetes, alcoholism, child
abuse, and all the other horrible and
graphic statistics that afflict Indian
country, because I have done that be-
fore and I am sure I will probably do
that in the future.

I feel that in keeping with my obliga-
tion to them as chairman of the Indian
Affairs Committee, I cannot, in good
conscience, not seek a restoration of
the funding for at least those most
vital programs.

Madam President, I ask for the yeas
and nays on this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is not a sufficient second.
Mr. COCHRAN. Madam President, I

question the ruling of the Chair on the
request for the seconds.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a
sufficient second?

There is now a sufficient second.
The yeas and nays were ordered.
The Senator from Washington.
Mr. GORTON. Madam President, as

the distinguished Senator from Arizona
has pointed out, this amendment has
two quite separate and distinct parts.
And of course, the arguments relating
to those two separate and distinct
parts are quite separate from one an-
other as well.

The Senator from Arizona has fought
a long and often lonely fight with re-
spect to many items and many appro-
priations bills. He was quite eloquent,
just a few moments ago, on the misuse
of the defense appropriations bill for
nondefense items, and went through
quite a number of them. Yet this
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amendment does not deal with an off-
set from the defense budget for
nondefense items. But, for some reason
or another, it takes on the agricultural
appropriations bill which, as has al-
ready been pointed out by the distin-
guished chairman of that subcommit-
tee, has in it an amount of rescissions
far greater than those proposed by the
House and I think proportionately as
high as any portion of this rescissions
bill. So let me speak very, very briefly
to those agricultural projects because I
know the Senators, both from Iowa and
Mississippi, will do so themselves.

At least a significant number of the
Cooperative State Research Service
proposals here are for money for facili-
ties which are in the process of being
constructed, and where the removal of
the money might well cause a ces-
sation of those construction projects.

It is, I am certain, for exactly that
reason the Senator from Mississippi did
not wish to go along with the House of
Representatives. Because there will be
differences on each one of these issues,
a conference committee may well de-
termine that some of the studies for
new projects, which might be very ex-
pensive, should be dismissed—should be
eventually rescinded. But the Senator
from Mississippi——

Mr. MCCAIN. Will the Senator yield?
Mr. GORTON. Did not wish to deal

just with those items. He was faced
with a set of rescissions at varying lev-
els of study and of actual construction.
He and the Senator from Iowa can deal
with other matters, but the swine re-
search facility is one that will be be-
fore a conference committee along
with all the other cuts and reductions,
where members of the Subcommittee
on Agriculture can determine a prior-
ity order of rescissions, designed to
meet the very real goal of this rescis-
sions bill.

I think sometime during the course
of this afternoon, not only Members,
but the general public may have lost
track of the extraordinary nature of
this bill. I do not believe there is a Sen-
ator alive who has dealt in the middle
of a fiscal year with the rescission of so
many billions of dollars as this one
does, in order to make at least a mod-
est downpayment on balancing our
Federal budget. It seems to me the
chairman of the Subcommittee on Ag-
riculture deserves a great deal of credit
for being willing to rescind a wide
range of appropriations which, just a
few months ago, he felt were appro-
priate.

Let me also speak, of course, to the
other side of the equation and that is
the $5 million restoration for the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs concerns. Unlike
the agricultural section of this bill,
where the Senate rescissions are great-
er than the House rescissions in total
for Indian purposes in general, the Sen-
ate rescissions are less and fewer than
the House rescissions. When I, as the
chairman of the Subcommittee on In-
terior, was faced with a table of what
the House had done, it had, I must say,

fewer rescissions than we ended up
with for the Bureau of Indian Affairs.

But the No. 1 goal of those who were
concerned with and sensitive to Indian
affairs, Madam President, was not the
particular line items for the BIA,
which, of course, is bitterly criticized
by many of its purported beneficiaries,
but was directed at the total rescission
of all money for the National Museum
of the American Indian—two facilities
which have been planned and promised,
one storage facility in Suitland and a
museum on The Mall here in Washing-
ton, DC.

Another part of this bill for the
Smithsonian Institution restores al-
most $20 million for this year’s
progress in the creation of that Na-
tional Museum for the American In-
dian. It seemed to me in making that
restoration we needed some balance
from other Indian appropriations, and
for that reason, many of those which
are the object of this amendment were
included. But the total of all of the ad-
ditional rescissions for the Bureau of
Indian Affairs, Madam President, is no-
where near the amount restored for the
museum.

Granted, the beneficiaries are dif-
ferent. There is no question about that.
But we did not go dollar for dollar any
more than the Senator from Mis-
sissippi did. He rescinded more dollars
than he restored. In our case we re-
scinded fewer dollars than we restored,
in the broad sense of the term—mat-
ters of great interest to the native
American communities of this country.
In fact, of the $5 million which the Sen-
ator from Arizona seeks to restore, $1.9
million, almost 40 percent, is for a pro-
gram which the President in his budget
for next year has recommended zero
dollars. So all we are doing here is an-
ticipating the recommendations of the
President of the United States—these
are Indian direct loans—because there
is another guarantee, there is a guar-
anteed loan program for Indians. And
in each of the other cases, we are deal-
ing—which is not the case with all of
these agricultural rescissions—with
unobligated funds in smaller amounts
than had originally been intended and
in much smaller amounts than the oth-
erwise total of rescissions for Indian
matters.

So I suppose it is possible to say that
in one or more of the four objects of
restoration here, we might have done a
better job. But I know I have been ap-
proached by many Senators from my
part of the country, as has the Senator
from Mississippi, protesting individual
rescissions while in general terms, as is
the case with the Senator from Ari-
zona, feeling that, if anything, we have
not cut out enough spending overall.
But the spending that we have not cut
off overall almost always seems to be
spending in an area which is not of
much interest to that particular Sen-
ator; and the areas which are of inter-
est are matters of great sacrifice.

So I hope we have been reasonably
sensitive in this case, to native Amer-

ican concerns. I know that we have
been more generous to them than was
the House of Representatives. And I
know that the Senator from Mis-
sissippi was tougher on agriculture,
overall, than was the House of Rep-
resentatives. I do not think that we
should, by this amendment, exacerbate
or make worse differences which al-
ready exist.

So, Madam President, with regret I
oppose the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-
ator from Arizona.

Mr. MCCAIN. Madam President, I
will be brief. First, I hope the Senator
from Washington will note these funds
do not go to the BIA; they are not BIA
programs. They go direct to the tribes.
I think that is an important distinc-
tion, particularly after he mentions
the well-justified criticism of the Bu-
reau of Indian Affairs.

Second, if the Senator is correct,
that much of this money has already
been spent and allocated, I do not quite
understand the statement in the House
bill that says there is a backlog of $400
million, necessary to complete facili-
ties already in the pipeline; so that is
of some interest. And fiscal year 1995
provides for 15 new feasibility studies.
According again to the House report,
the Agricultural Research Service cur-
rently conducts swine research in at
least 13 different facilities at a cost of
over $26 million, and this facility would
cost $10 million annually to operate.

The Senator from Washington al-
luded to something about programs in
individuals’ areas or States. I would
point out to him these Indian programs
are national programs. They have no
particular affiliation with my State.

I do not intend to drag out this
amendment or the debate. I know that
the Senator from Iowa will, with his
usual passion and articulate presen-
tation, defend this program, and I will,
before he even speaks, say I respect and
admire his continued commitment to
his State and agriculture and how im-
portant it is to his State as well as
that of swine research.

So I do not intend to extend this de-
bate, and I appreciate the time of the
Senate.

I yield the floor.
Mr. GRASSLEY addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.

GRAMS). The Senator from Iowa.
Mr. GRASSLEY. Mr. President, care-

ful consideration was given to the for-
mation of the National Swine Research
Center.

A national peer panel recommended
the establishment of the Swine Re-
search Center because the needed re-
search was not being conducted in any
other State or Federal laboratory na-
tionwide.

The program of research is not dupli-
cative.

The mission of the research center is
to develop technology to ensure that
the U.S. pork industry operates as an
environmentally sound and efficient
animal production system.
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It will help maintain and increase

the competitiveness and efficiency of
U.S. pork production and marketing.

This is the answer which the Agricul-
tural Research Service of the USDA
gave in response to a question from the
House Agriculture Appropriations
Committee.

Concerns expressed by Members of
the House of Representatives have not
been about the facility itself or the re-
search that it will conduct.

Their concerns have been with the
outyear funding of research.

The ARS and the pork producers are
currently working on this and are
making a good faith attempt to con-
solidate swine research programs in
the future to reduce program funding
requirements.

Pork production is on the increase in
many States.

The research at this center will help
pork producers nationwide.

ARS has no swine research projects
in the areas of waste management,
marketing, economics, housing, man-
agement, human health, or swine
health, welfare, and behavior in pro-
duction systems.

Permit me to try to answer the key
questions about the National Swine
Research Center.

NATIONAL SWINE RESEARCH CENTER FACILITY
JUSTIFICATION

What national strategic issues are as-
sociated with pork production?

Conservative projections indicate
that the United States, in an environ-
ment of trade liberalization and in-
creased demand, will have an oppor-
tunity to triple its pork exports, cur-
rently 262,000 tons), in the next 10 to 15
years. At that level, the impact would
be the creation of 36,000 U.S. jobs and
$1.1 billion in income, U.S. input-out-
put model. Other parts of the world, in-
cluding areas in Europe and South
America, are poised to take advantage
of this opportunity.

What are the barriers to growth in
U.S. pork production and pork exports?

Major barriers to growth in U.S. pork
production are related to manure man-
agement/nutrient utilization, odor con-
trol, water quality, employee health,
animal well-being, and housing and
food safety questions associated with
increased pork production. Current
USDA facilities are not designed to re-
search these questions; nor are they
staffed by scientists with the expertise
to study them; nor is it feasible to con-
vert them for the type of research the
industry urgently needs.

What are the social concerns associ-
ated with increased pork production?

Our society places a high value on
environmental quality, water quality,
protection from odors associated with
swine production, worker health, and
animal well-being. At a 1994 inter-
national meeting of experts on odor
perception and odor production, sci-
entists agreed that the difficulty of ob-
taining objective measures of odors
was a serious problem for the swine in-
dustry.

We must develop systems that allow
U.S. producers to be competitive while
meeting our Nation’s social and envi-
ronmental expectations.

How can these problems be solved?
A national group, including rep-

resentatives from major pork-produc-
ing States and the public and private
sectors, examined the opportunities
and threats facing U.S. pork produc-
tion. These group recommended the es-
tablishment of the National Swine Re-
search Center, concluding that a
unique new swine research center was
required to provide the conditions for
addressing complex, systems-based is-
sues of critical importance to the sur-
vival and growth of the Nation’s pork
production sector.

Why should a public institution con-
duct this research?

The center will focus on the type of
research that is best suited to public
institutions. Private sector incentives
to conduct such research are inad-
equate; advances are likely to be wide-
ly useful within the United States; and
results will provide a national strate-
gic advantage in pork production with
positive impacts on rural development,
the national economy, and the Nation’s
balance of trade.

RESEARCH PROGRAM SUMMARY

Research at the National Swine Re-
search Center will focus on environ-
mental quality, including water and air
quality, utilization of manure, and
housing designs to improve conditions
for rearing swine and preventing
human health problems.

In addition to areas of research al-
ready described in this document, pro-
posed projects include:

Development of manure-based soil
amendments for urban use,

Separation/concentration/drying/fer-
mentation technologies for manure,

Methods to store and handle manure,
Production of biomass energy crops

with organic fertilizer, and
Production of methane from manure.
The center will be the source of cre-

ative new research on a wide range of
production, health, environmental, and
socioeconomic issues that must be re-
solved to support U.S. producers’ bid to
claim a substantial share of growth in
the world market for pork.

Finally, this is a list of current
major ARS swine research projects:

USDA–ARS PROGRAM ON SWINE RESEARCH

In FY 1995, $26.1 million was appropriated
for ARS to conduct swine research at 13 ARS
locations. The areas of swine research cur-
rently pursued are: foreign animal diseases;
domestic animal diseases; reproduction; food
safety; nutrition; systems; parasites; stress;
pork quality; genetics; and growth. ARS has
no swine projects in the areas of waste man-
agement, marketing, economics, housing,
management, human health, or swine health,
welfare, and behavior in production systems.

CURRENT MAJOR AREAS OF RESEARCH ON SWINE
IN ARS

Genetics (Beltsville, MD, Clay Center, NE)
Development of genomic map; identify genes
associated with disease resistance; identify
animals with superior reproductive capacity.

Reproduction (Athens, GA, Beltsville, MD)
Sorting of male and female sperm cells,
cryopreservation of gametes and embryos;
neuroendocrine regulation of reproduction;
genetic and physiological factors that influ-
ence litter size.

Nutrition and Growth (Athens, GA, Belts-
ville, MD, Clay Center, NE, Columbia, MO,
Fayetteville, AR) Neuroendocrine and
bioregulation of physiological and genetic
factors that influence fat and protein metab-
olism; endocrine control studies to increase
the lean and reduce the fat in pork.

Domestic Diseases (Ames, IA, Peoria, IL)
Viral-induced reproductive diseases; enteric
diseases; bacterial and microbiological fac-
tors that influence the level of disease and
production efficiency

Foreign Animal Disease (Greenport, NY)
Foot-and-mouth disease; African swine fever.

Parasites (Beltsville, MD) Identification of
swine resistant to parasites; epidemiology
and vaccines; diagnostic methods for trichi-
nosis and toxoplasmosis.

Pork Quality and Stress (Beltsville, MD,
Clay Center, NE, Columbia, MO, New Orle-
ans, LA, W. Lafayette, IN) Improve baby pig
survival by reducing stress and environ-
mental factors; breed and diet effect on
quantity, quality, and composition of pork;
metabolic regulation of fat synthesis.

Food Safety (Albany, CA, College Station,
TX, Clay Center, NE, Wyndmoor, PA) Rapid
test to identify drug and antibiotic residues;
microbiological safety of port carcasses and
pork products; control of pathogenic and
spoilage bacteria on meat.

I do feel the managers of this bill
want to get to a vote soon. I believe
with the forceful response that the
Senator from Washington just gave as
to the wrongness of the amendment by
the Senator from Arizona, plus the de-
fense of this decision of the sub-
committee on this specific swine re-
search center, I do not need to add a
great deal to how unjustified the
amendment is that is offered at this
point.

I will simply make a couple points,
one in regard to the Federal Govern-
ment’s involvement in agriculture re-
search. It has been a policy of the Fed-
eral Government since 1862, with the
establishment of the land grant univer-
sities, to have the Federal Government
very deeply involved in agricultural re-
search and education to enhance the
productivity of our farms and to en-
hance the quality of the product of our
farms. That research is much more so-
phisticated today than it was 132 years
ago. That research must still continue
to go on to keep our agricultural indus-
try competitive.

It happens that there is a research fa-
cility proposed at Iowa State Univer-
sity. There are swine research facilities
located at other universities, or re-
search centers. The one established at
Iowa State University is not duplica-
tive. I have an official response from
ARS on that that I am going to read in
closing.

It should not be surprising to any-
body that the Iowa State University
would be very deeply involved in agri-
culture research in the first place and
even specializing to a considerable ex-
tent in swine research because my
State is first in the production of corn,
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my State is either first or second to Il-
linois in the production of soybeans,
and we are No. 1, way beyond any other
State, in the production of pork. One
out of every four pigs in America reside
in my State. We are a massive pork
producing State. And Iowa State Uni-
versity is right in the middle of it. So
nobody should be surprised whatsoever
if there is a determination made by a
national organization, the Congress,
following up on proposals by outstand-
ing research groups in America that we
need to do specific research in a spe-
cific aspect of the swine industry that
might be located at Iowa State Univer-
sity.

That is the history of agricultural re-
search. I wish to speak to a specific
point, and I am just going to read a
short statement on this point, about
the suggestion by the Senator from Ar-
izona that there is so much swine re-
search already, why do you need an-
other swine research facility?

Well, the simple answer to that is the
different specializations of the dif-
ferent facilities around the United
States. I could give a long list, but I
will not bother to do so, of what re-
search has been done. But a Congress-
man from my State, Mr. LATHAM, had
an opportunity to ask the Agricultural
Research Service this question:

The National Swine Research Center—

And that is the one that the Senator
from Arizona proposes to delete. I wish
to start over again. Mr. LATHAM asked
the question:

The National Swine Research Center has
been criticized on the basis that it will con-
duct duplicative research. What is your opin-
ion on the research mission of the center and
do you think it is duplicative?

This is the response from the Agri-
cultural Research Service of the USDA
to the House Agriculture Appropria-
tions Subcommittee:

A national peer panel recommended—

I wish to stop just a minute. The rea-
son I wish to emphasize, ‘‘A national
peer panel recommended,’’ this is not
some Congressman or Senator getting
something for their particular State.
This was a studied approach.

A national peer panel recommended the es-
tablishment of the National Swine Research
Center because the needed research was not
being conducted at any other State or Fed-
eral laboratory nationwide. The program of
research will not be duplicative. The mission
of the National Swine Research Center is to
develop technology to ensure that the U.S.
pork industry operates as an environ-
mentally sound and efficient animal produc-
tion system. It will help maintain and in-
crease the competitiveness and efficiency of
the U.S. pork production and market.

I hope those are adequate responses
to the supposed justification of the
Senator from Arizona for this deletion
so that my colleagues will not rescind
this project and that we will move for-
ward.

If we make a decision to move for-
ward, I wish to emphasize what the dis-
tinguished Senator from Mississippi
said. We are only going back to con-
ference with the House and take a sec-

ond look at this. My judgment is a sec-
ond look based upon the recommenda-
tion of a national peer panel will show
that this is not duplicative and it is
needed, particularly in the area of
cleaning up the environment and hav-
ing an environmentally sound pork
producing system; that this will move
forward.

I yield the floor.
Mr. THOMAS addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Wyoming.
Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President, I rise

very briefly to support the position of
the appropriators here and oppose the
amendment. I do it on the basis the
Senator from Washington pointed out,
and that is some of these projects have
been under way or are in the midst of
getting under way. The one I have par-
ticular interest in is the environmental
simulator that is designed to study the
aspects of hazardous materials moving
through soil. And it does it in a very
abbreviated way. It is something that
pertains to what we are seeking in this
country. And so, Mr. President, I rise
briefly to oppose the amendment.

Mr. HARKIN addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Iowa.
Mr. HARKIN. Mr. President, I wish to

associate myself strongly with the
comments made by my colleague from
Iowa, Senator GRASSLEY, regarding
this pending amendment. I think he hit
the nail right on the head when he read
the letter from the Agricultural Re-
search Service regarding the impor-
tance of this swine research center and
the fact it is not duplicative of other
research and facilities. The kind of re-
search that is going to be done there is
not being done anywhere else in the
country.

There has been a lot of comment
made on that this kind of research is
done elsewhere. Quite frankly, it is
not.

Mr. President, I understand the de-
sire of the Senator from Arizona to put
more money into two accounts funding
American Indian programs. I am not
fully familiar with them. I am sure he
has some legitimate arguments why
that funding is necessary.

I would suggest, however, that the
Senator from Arizona has gone after
wrong accounts to get the money. Be-
cause he has gone after some research
projects that are important to us na-
tionally; research projects that are im-
portant not only for the producers in
this country but for our consumers
also.

We have a long, proud history of Fed-
eral support for research in this coun-
try, especially agricultural research,
going clear back to Abraham Lincoln’s
time.

That support for agricultural re-
search is a key factor providing us an
abundance of the most wholesome,
most varied food at the lowest price of
any nation. About 8 cents of every dol-
lar of disposable income an American
family has goes to buy the food they

consume at home. You cannot match
that figure anywhere in the world. We
have not only the most variety and the
largest quantity of foods, but they are
the healthiest and the cheapest.

These benefits have been brought
about, in substantial part, by the agri-
cultural research that has been done in
this country. A lot of this research is
not the easiest to understand. There is
a lot of sophisticated work being done
to improve agricultural productivity,
to expand markets and uses for agricul-
tural commodities, to improve the
competitiveness of U.S. agriculture in
world markets, and also to reduce the
impact of agriculture on the environ-
ment while at the same time maintain-
ing productivity.

This is no time to be cutting this
vital agricultural research. Speaking
only for myself, I believe we are not
putting enough into agricultural re-
search as it is. For example, USDA for-
mula funds for land grant universities
have been essentially flat in dollar
amounts since 1983, meaning univer-
sities have lost 20 to 25 percent of their
research purchasing power since 1983.

Agricultural research is a good in-
vestment. Studies have shown that the
return on investment in agriculture re-
search has been in the area of about 20
to 25 percent.

And let us keep in mind that a rel-
atively small share of Federal research
and development funding actually goes
to agricultural research and develop-
ment. According to the National
Science Foundation, for 1994, only 2
percent of the total Federal research
and development dollars went to agri-
culture. Of the total Federal dollars for
basic research, only 4 percent went to
agriculture.

So again, while these proposed cuts
may seem small in the magnitude of
the billions of dollars we are talking
about, they are large when you com-
pare them to the relatively small
amount of actual research dollars that
go to agriculture.

As I said, this research is sophisti-
cated work; it is highly specialized.
And that can sometimes make it easy
to attack or to poke fun at.

Well, there was even a television
show one night that referred to funding
for the Swine Research Center, very
jokingly saying, ‘‘Well, this is the ulti-
mate pork, isn’t it, Federal dollars
going to pork research?’’

Well, I suppose it got a lot of laughs
and people who did not know what it
was about can laugh about it.

But the fact is, the pork industry in
America is no laughing matter. There
are over 200,000 pork producers in this
country. The pork industry generates
over $66 billion in economic activity
and supports about 764,000 jobs directly
and indirectly and adds nearly $26 bil-
lion of value to production inputs. An-
nual farm sales of hogs are usually
more than $11 billion, and retail sales
of pork are more than $30 billion each
year.
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In fact, farm receipts from sales of

hogs place the industry in fourth or
fifth place among all agricultural com-
modities that we produce in this coun-
try. So it is a very important industry.
It is very important for our producers.
It is important for our consumers. It is
important for our Nation.

Some of the important issues that
will be researched at the Swine Re-
search Center include how pork produc-
tion can be made more efficient and
how we can solve some of the environ-
mental problems of pork production.

The research will include studies by
soil, plant, and animal scientists into
enhancing both the competitiveness
and the environmental soundness of
the pork industry.

There is currently, as my colleague
from Iowa pointed out, no other State
or Federal facility capable of address-
ing the unique research planned for
this center.

The Agricultural Research Service
has identified this project as a high pri-
ority. It is the result of joint planning
and continuing efforts by the USDA’s
Agricultural Research Service, the Na-
tional Pork Producers Council, Iowa
State University, and the Iowa Pork
Producers Association.

As Senator GRASSLEY pointed out,
there was peer review, a national peer
review, not just regional or State.

So for these reasons, it is important
that we continue our commitment to
agricultural research in general and to
the Cooperative State Research Serv-
ice and to the Agricultural Research
Service.

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con-
sent to have printed at this point in
the RECORD a fact sheet from the Na-
tional Pork Producers Council, entitled
‘‘A Profile of Today’s Pork Industry.’’

There being no objection, the mate-
rial was ordered to be printed in the
RECORD, as follows:

A PROFILE OF TODAY’S PORK INDUSTRY

The U.S. pork industry is experiencing un-
precedented growth. More pork was produced
in the U.S. in 1992 than ever before, and 1993
was nearly as large. Over 17 billion pounds
will again be processed from just under 93
million hogs in 1994.

The economic impact of the industry on
rural America is immense. Farm receipts
from hogs place the industry in 4th or 5th po-
sition [depending on the year] among all
farm commodities. Annual farm sales usu-
ally exceed $11 billion, while the retail value
of pork sold to consumers exceeds $30 billion.

And the pork industry benefits more than
just farmers! Pork production means jobs
and economic opportunity for thousands of
rural communities. The ‘‘value added’’ na-
ture of pork provides employment well be-
yond the farm. Based on a 1993 study by re-
searchers at Iowa State University, the U.S.
pork industry is responsible for over $66 bil-
lion dollars in total domestic economic ac-
tivity. Through direct, indirect and induced
effects, the pork industry supports 764,080
jobs and adds nearly $26 billion dollars of
value to production inputs. Given these fig-
ures, the pork industry’s major contribution
to local, state and national economies and
governments (through tax revenues) is obvi-
ous.

Approximately 200,000 pork producers are
in business today compared to nearly three
million in 1950. Farms have grown in size—
nearly 80 percent of the hogs are grown on
farms producing 1000 or more hogs per year.
These operations, which are often more tech-
nically sophisticated, are still predomi-
nantly individual family farms.

The geographic location of pork production
is shifting as well. While the traditional
Corn Belt represents the overwhelming share
of production, growth is also occurring in
‘‘nontraditional’’ hog states such as Texas,
Colorado, and Oklahoma. North Carolina,
which ranked 14th in pork production 30
years ago, now ranks 2nd among states.

The global market offers tremendous
growth potential for U.S. pork producers.
With many of the world’s most cost-efficient
producers, the U.S. pork industry still only
sells about 2 percent of total production
overseas. Yet pork is the world’s ‘‘meat of
choice’’ by far, with over 40 percent share of
the world’s meat protein market.

The National Pork Producers Council is
the only national membership organization
representing pork producers exclusively. The
‘‘Pork. The Other White Meat’’ promotion is
well known. Funded by the national pork
checkoff and paid for by producers, it is cred-
ited with having a major impact in improv-
ing pork’s consumer image and helping im-
prove pork demand. The checkoff also funds
important research projects to improve
pork’s nutritional profile, overall quality
and price.

Mr. HARKIN. Again, Mr. President,
while I understand the desire of the
Senator from Arizona to put more
money into programs he feels very
strongly about, this is not the time to
turn our backs on the important agri-
cultural research being done all over
this country.

I yield the floor.
Mr. EXON addressed the Chair.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen-

ator from Nebraska.
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, I suggest

the absence of a quorum.
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The

clerk will call the roll.
Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I ask

unanimous consent that the order for
the quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to table the MCCain amendment.

The distinguished Senator from Ari-
zona has agreed it can be done by voice
vote.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the motion
to table the MCCain amendment.

So the motion to table the amend-
ment (No. 424) was agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I move
to reconsider the vote by which the
motion was agreed to.

Mr. COCHRAN. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

The motion to lay on the table was
agreed to.

Mr. GORTON. Mr. President, I sug-
gest the absence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk proceeded to
call the roll.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I ask unan-
imous consent that the order for the
quorum call be rescinded.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I am going
to use a portion of my leader’s time.

f

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR HOWELL
HEFLIN

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in an-
nouncing his plans to not seek reelec-
tion, our distinguished colleague from
Alabama, Senator HEFLIN, said today
that he hopes he ‘‘will be looked upon
as a public servant who has served with
dignity, integrity, and diligence.’’ In
my view, those qualities speak volumes
about Senator HOWELL HEFLIN.

From his highly decorated service in
the U.S. Marine Corps in World War II,
to his 6 years as chief justice of Ala-
bama’s Supreme Court, to his three
terms in the U.S. Senate during which
he held the thankless post of Ethics
Committee chairman, this man affec-
tionately known as the country judge
from Tuscumbia, AL, has made a dif-
ference for America and the people of
his State.

While we have not agreed on every
issue, I have been proud to stand with
my friend from Alabama time after
time, whether it’s been on the Desert
Storm resolution, the flag protection
amendment, the balanced budget
amendment, regulatory reform, or one
of countless other issues.

Mr. President, as Senator HEFLIN
looks ahead to returning home to Ala-
bama and more time with his wife,
children, and grandchildren, I know all
my colleagues join in wishing him all
the best for the future. And I know
that during that final 2 years of his
term, he will continue to serve with
the dignity, integrity, and diligence
that have characterized his life in pub-
lic service.

Mr. DOLE. Let me first announce
there will be no more votes this
evening. It is my understanding that
the manager of the appropriations bill
now pending indicates we will complete
action on the bill maybe late tomorrow
evening. That is the hope of the chair-
man, Senator HATFIELD.

f

EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. DOLE. I now ask unanimous con-
sent that the Senate go into executive
session to consider the nomination of
Daniel Glickman to be Secretary of
Agriculture, and that it be considered
under the following agreement: 40 min-
utes to be equally divided in the usual
form. I ask further that, when the Sen-
ate concludes its debate tonight, there
be 10 minutes for debate, equally di-
vided in the usual form, on Thursday,
prior to vote on the confirmation of
Mr. Glickman.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection?

Without objection, it is so ordered.
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